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twenty five years of repression in East 
Timor. It is a military that the United 
States has trained and armed. 

The international community cannot 
stand by while civilians are brutally 
murdered. That is why I support Presi-
dent Clinton’s statement of support for 
US participation in an United Nations 
peacekeeping force. The force would be 
led by regional powers—including our 
strong ally Australia. The United 
States would help to provide logistical 
support.

This peacekeeping force would have 
three goals: to protect the people of 
East Timor; to restore order and to en-
able the referendum for independence 
to be implemented. 

The United States must stand up for 
our interests and our values. We must 
join our allies in protecting the people 
of East Timor and restoring peace and 
stability to their country. 

f 

RISK MANAGEMENT FOR THE 21ST 
CENTURY

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President I rise 
today as one of the proud cosponsors of 
the Risk Management for the 21st Cen-
tury Act. 

This bill offers much-needed changes 
in the area of risk management for 
farmers and ranchers. Managing risk in 
agriculture has become perhaps the 
most important aspect of the business. 
Agricultural producers who are able to 
effectively manage their risk are able 
to sustain and increase profit. An effec-
tive crop insurance program will pro-
vide farmers and ranchers possibilities 
for economic sustainability in the fu-
ture and help them out of the current 
financial crisis. 

The Federal Government can help fa-
cilitate a program to unite the pro-
ducer and the private insurance com-
pany. The control must be put ulti-
mately in the hands of the agricultural 
producer. Although he cannot control 
risk, an effective management plan 
will help him to manage the effects of 
risks, such as weather, prices and nat-
ural disasters. 

This bill addresses the inadequacies 
of the current crop insurance program. 
The problems and inconsistencies with 
the current program make it both 
unaffordable and confusing to agricul-
tural producers. Costly premiums are 
the biggest problem. In years of de-
pressed market prices, crop insurance, 
though badly needed, is simply 
unaffordable for farmers. 

This bill inverts the current subsidy 
formula, in order to provide the high-
est levels of subsidies to producers at 
the highest levels of buy-up coverage, 
and thus alleviate the unaffordable pre-
miums. It also allows for the revenue 
policies to be fully subsidized. 

Another important provision in this 
bill is to allow an additional subsidy 
for risk management activities. If a 
producer uses futures or options, uti-

lizes cash forwards, attends a risk man-
agement class, uses Agricultural Trade 
Options or FFARRM accounts or re-
duces farm financial risk, they will re-
ceive a 5 percent write-down on their 
premium for taking part in two of the 
above risk management tools. 

This bill also takes into account lack 
of production histories for beginning 
farmers or those who have added land 
or use crop rotation. This will make it 
possible for those producers to get a 
foot in the door and receive affordable 
crop insurance. 

Many times, especially in Montana, 
multi-year disasters occur. This bill 
helps producers that take a blow sev-
eral years in a row, which reduces their 
Annual Production History (APH). If a 
producer has suffered a natural dis-
aster during at least 3 of the preceding 
5 years and their APH was reduced by 
at least 25 percent they may exclude 
one year of APH for every five years 
experience. During this time, the pro-
ducer’s APH may increase without 
limit back up to the level before the 
multi-year disaster began. 

Specialty crops such as canola or dry 
beans, are another important addition 
to this bill. The Risk Management 
Agency (RMA) will allocate at least 50 
percent of their Research and Develop-
ment funds to specialty crop develop-
ment. Additionally, RMA is authorized 
to spend up to $20 million each fiscal 
year to create partnerships for devel-
oping and implementing specialty crop 
risk management options. 

This bill will also ultimately put 
more control in the hands of active 
producers by including four active pro-
ducers; as well as one in crop insur-
ance, and one in reinsurance. The 
board would also include the Under 
Secretary for Farm and Foreign Agri-
cultural Services, the Under Secretary 
for Rural Development and the Chief 
Economist of USDA. In addition, it 
mandates that the Board Chairperson 
be one of the non-governmental mem-
bers. These are important steps to en-
sure that the new program is run for 
the producers by the producers. 

This bill is an important tool to re-
form the current crop insurance pro-
gram into a risk management program, 
designed to help the producer in the 
long-term. It is vital to find a solution 
to provide a way for farmers to stay in 
agriculture. They must be able to con-
tinue to produce and distribute the 
world’s safest food supply at a profit-
able margin. 

I look forward to working with Sen-
ators ROBERTS and KERREY on this im-
portant piece of legislation. I believe 
this bill will pave the way for massive 
crop insurance reform and help agricul-
tural producers out of this economic 
crisis.

f 

NOMINATION OF RICHARD PAEZ 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the His-

panic whose actions and fate I would 

like the Senate to focus on for action is 
Richard Paez. Richard Paez has never 
been convicted of a crime and is not as-
sociated with the FALN. He is not a pe-
titioner seeking presidential clemency. 
Rather, he is a judicial nominee who 
has been awaiting consideration and 
confirmation by the Senate since Janu-
ary 1996—for over 31⁄2 years.

The vacancy for which Judge Paez 
was nominated became a judicial emer-
gency during the time his nomination 
has been pending without action by the 
Senate. His nomination was first re-
ceived by the Senate almost 44 months 
ago.

This nomination has now been held 
even longer than the unconscionable 41 
months this Senate forced Judge Wil-
liam Fletcher to wait before con-
firming his nomination last October. 

Judge Paez has twice been reported 
favorably by the Senate Judiciary 
Committee to the Senate for final ac-
tion. He is again on the Senate cal-
endar. He was initially delayed 25 
months before finally being accorded a 
confirmation hearing in February 1998. 
After being reported by the Judiciary 
Committee in March 1998, his nomina-
tion was held on the Senate Executive 
Calendar without action for over 7 
months, for the remainder of the last 
Congress.

Judge Paez was renominated by the 
President again this year and his nomi-
nation was stalled without action be-
fore the Judiciary Committee until 
late July, when we were able to have 
his nomination reported again. The 
Senate refused to consider the nomina-
tion before the August recess. I have 
repeatedly urged the Republican lead-
ership to call this nomination up for 
consideration and a vote. If they make 
time on the Senate floor for debate and 
consideration of a Senate resolution 
commenting on the clemency grant, 
which is a power the constitution in-
vested in the President without a con-
gressional role, the Senate should find 
time to consider the nomination of this 
fine Hispanic judge. 

Judge Paez has the strong support of 
both California Senators and a ‘‘well- 
qualified’’ rating from the American 
Bar Association. He has served as a 
municipal judge for 13 years and as a 
Federal judge for 4 years. 

In my view Judge Paez should be 
commended for the years he worked to 
provide legal services and access to our 
justice system for those without the fi-
nancial resources otherwise to retain 
counsel. His work with the Legal Aid 
Foundation of Los Angeles, the West-
ern Center on Law and Poverty and 
California Rural Legal Assistance for 
nine years should be a source of praise 
and pride. 

Judge Paez has had the strong sup-
port of California judges familiar with 
his work, such as Justice H. Walter 
Crosky, and support from an impres-
sive array of law enforcement officials, 
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including Gil Garcetti, the Los Angeles 
District Attorney; the late Sherman 
Block, then Los Angeles County Sher-
iff; the Los Angeles County Police 
Chiefs’ Association; and the Associa-
tion for Los Angeles Deputy Sheriffs. 

The Hispanic National Bar Associa-
tion, the Mexican American Legal De-
fense and Educational Fund, the 
League of United Latin American Citi-
zens, the National Association of 
Latino Elected and Appointed Officials, 
and many, many others have been 
seeking a vote on this nomination for 
what now amounts to years. 

I want to commend the Chairman of 
the Judiciary Committee for his stead-
fast support of this nominee and Sen-
ator BOXER and Senator FEINSTEIN of
California for their efforts on his be-
half.

Last year the words of the Chief Jus-
tice of the United States were ringing 
in our ears with respect to the delays 
in Senate consideration of judicial 
nomination. He had written: ‘‘Some 
current nominees have been waiting a 
considerable time for a Senate Judici-
ary Committee vote or a final floor 
vote. . . . The Senate is surely under no 
obligation to confirm any particular 
nominee, but after the necessary time 
for inquiry it should vote him up or 
vote him down.’’ Those words resonate 
with respect to the nomination of 
Judge Paez. 

I trust the American people recognize 
who is playing politics with the issue 
of clemency. I disagreed with the 
President’s decision, but it was his to 
make. He says that he granted clem-
ency with conditions after study and 
based on a sense of proportion and jus-
tice. The calls for clemency in these 
cases came from Bishop Tutu, Coretta 
Scott King, other Nobel peace prize 
winters, a number of churches and reli-
gious groups. It has drawn praise in 
some circles and criticism in others. 

I do not agree with the President, but 
I caution that the overreaching by Re-
publican critics in the Congress on this 
is worrisome, as well. To contend that 
this shows a weakness of resolve 
against international terrorism is both 
wrong and may itself be creating a dan-
gerous atmosphere. 

We ought to be careful when anyone, 
let alone the Senate and Congress of 
the United States, start bandying 
about declarations that accuse the 
United States Government of making 
‘‘deplorable concessions to terrorists,’’ 
‘‘undermining national security’’ or 
‘‘emboldening domestic and inter-
national terrorists.’’ 

Playing politics with this matter and 
accusing the President of ‘‘under-
mining our national security’’ or 
‘‘emboldening terrorists’’ carries sig-
nificant risks. Could a potential ter-
rorist somewhere in the world believe 
this political rhetoric and be 
‘‘‘emboldened’’ by it? This is risky 
business. I do not believe the short- 

term political gain to the other party 
is worth having the Senate endorse a 
resolution that might itself have pre-
cisely that effect. 

The Senate cannot find time to vote 
on the nomination of Judge Richard 
Paez or that of Bill Lann Lee to head 
the Civil Rights Division or that of 
Justice Ronnie White to be a Federal 
judge in Missouri or any of the scores 
of other nominees pending before it. 
The Senate has not completed work on 
11 of the 13 appropriations bills that 
must be passed before October 1. The 
Republican Congress cannot find time 
to consider campaign finance reform or 
pass a real patients’ bill of rights or 
consider raising the minimum wage or 
reforming Medicare or complete the ju-
venile crime bill conference, but there 
is plenty of time for floor debate and 
on the President’s decision to exercise 
his clemency power. The Senate has 
had three hearings on judicial nomina-
tions all year and the Republican Con-
gress will have that many hearings on 
the clemency decision this week. 

In closing, I ask: If the Senate has 
the time to debate and vote on this res-
olution, why does it not have time to 
vote on the nomination of Judge Rich-
ard Paez to the Ninth Circuit? 

f 

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 

close of business yesterday, Monday, 
September 13, 1999, the Federal debt 
stood at $5,654,837,966,230.82 (Five tril-
lion, six hundred fifty-four billion, 
eight hundred thirty-seven million, 
nine hundred sixty-six thousand, two 
hundred thirty dollars and eighty-two 
cents).

Five years ago, September 13, 1994, 
the Federal debt stood at 
$4,681,594,000,000 (Four trillion, six hun-
dred eighty-one billion, five hundred 
ninety-four million). 

Ten years ago, September 13, 1989, 
the Federal debt stood at 
$2,853,357,000,000 (Two trillion, eight 
hundred fifty-three billion, three hun-
dred fifty-seven million). 

Fifteen years ago, September 13, 1984, 
the Federal debt stood at 
$1,572,267,000,000 (One trillion, five hun-
dred seventy-two billion, two hundred 
sixty-seven million). 

Twenty-five years ago, September 13, 
1974, the Federal debt stood at 
$480,717,000,000 (Four hundred eighty 
billion, seven hundred seventeen mil-
lion) which reflects a debt increase of 
more than $5 trillion— 
$5,174,120,966,230.82 (Five trillion, one 
hundred seventy-four billion, one hun-
dred twenty million, nine hundred 
sixty-six thousand, two hundred thirty 
dollars and eighty-two cents) during 
the past 25 years. 

f 

APEC AND THE WTO 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise 

today to address recent developments 

in the world trading system that oc-
curred over the past several days at the 
Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation 
(APEC) meetings. 

Since its birth in 1989, APEC has 
been a useful forum to advance U.S. 
goals for world trade. In 1993, President 
Clinton hosted the first summit meet-
ing of APEC leaders. That meeting 
helped to nudge the Uruguay Round of 
global trade talks to a successful con-
clusion. The following year, APEC 
leaders made a political commitment 
to free trade in the Pacific Basin by a 
date certain. Two years later, APEC 
leaders prodded WTO members to sign 
Information Technology Agreement. 
That agreement eliminates tariffs on 
products where U.S. companies have a 
clear advantage. 

APEC has also launched some worth-
while projects aimed at making it easi-
er to do business in the Pacific Rim. 

The 21 members of APEC are respon-
sible for almost half of the world’s 
trade. They include country’s at var-
ious stages of economic development. 
Members are as diverse as Papua New 
Guinea, Russia, Peru, and Australia. 
APEC is the only organization where 
China, Taiwan and Hong Kong sit to-
gether as equals to discuss economic 
issues. In 1998, U.S. trade with APEC 
members was just over one trillion dol-
lars, about 70% of our trade. Our three 
biggest trading partners—Canada, Mex-
ico and Japan—are in APEC 

Last week in Auckland, New Zealand, 
APEC’s trade and foreign ministers 
held their annual meeting. This was 
followed by the annual summit meet-
ing of APEC leaders, including Presi-
dent Clinton. These meetings provided 
an opportunity for using APEC to fur-
ther American trade interests in two 
ways. One was bilateral. It dealt with 
U.S.-China relations. The other was 
multilateral. It dealt with the World 
Trade Organization (WTO). 

On the bilateral front, the annual 
APEC summit meeting provided Presi-
dent Clinton an opportunity to meet 
with China’s President Jiang Zemin 
and get our relations with China on 
track. In particular, it was a chance to 
restart the talks on China’s accession 
to the WTO. 

To join the WTO, China must make 
one-way concessions in order to gain 
permanent Normal Trade Relations 
(NTR) status. Before the China trade 
talks broke down for political reasons 
unrelated to trade, China made some 
important commitments to us in its 
accession protocol. For example, in ad-
dition to tariff cuts and agriculture 
concessions, China promised to elimi-
nate technology transfer requirements 
for investment licenses. It will end in-
vestment performance requirements 
designed to take jobs from other coun-
tries.

China’s WTO accession requires no 
American trade concessions. And China 
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